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Chi ef Deputy Attorney General, Colunbia, South Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant seeks to appeal the district court’s orders denying
relief without prejudice on his petitions filed under 28 U S.C A
§ 2241 (1994). We have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opi ni ons adopting the recommendati ons of the magistrate judge to
dismss Riley' s petitions for failure to exhaust state renedi es and
find no reversible error. Because R | ey has al ready been convicted
in state court and now seeks federal habeas relief to attack the
validity of his convictions, 8 2241 relief is not avail able. See

Braden v. 30th Judicial Grcuit Court, 410 U.S. 484, 489-90 (1973).

To the extent that R ley' s petitions are properly construed as
bei ng brought under 28 U.S.C. A § 2254 (West 1994 & Supp. 1998), he
has not exhausted his state renedies, a prerequisite to seeking
8§ 2254 relief. See 28 U.S.C. A 8§ 2254(b), (c). Accordingly, we deny
certificates of appealability and dism ss the appeals. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the naterials before the court and argunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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